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Comments on the Session 2
TAN Chee-Beng
 I thank the Institute of Cultural Interaction Studies and in particular Dr. 
Kimura Mizuka for inviting me to this forum. The Institute is very useful for 
promoting interdisciplinary discussion on inter-cultural interaction. Perhaps this 
forum can be followed by other forums such as Muslim and non-Muslim interac-
tion in today’s globalized world, or the interaction of indigenous people and 
majority people. Perhaps my department at the Chinese University of Hong Kong 
and the ICIS here can cooperate to organize a forum.
 I will have more to say on the fi rst paper as it is a history paper that deals 
with a longer period of time. The other two papers are anthropology papers which 
deal with a few issues that the authors have described in some details.
 1.  Paper by Neil Khor, “Interculturalism, Empire and the Nation State: A 
Portrait of the Lim Cheng Ean Family”
 This is an interesting paper that deals with cultural reproduction on the 
interface of migration, colonialism and nation-state formation. The theme is well 
illustrated through the study of a prominent Chinese family in Penang, Malaysia. 
Lim Hin Leong alias Phuah Hin Leong migrated from Fujian to Penang and 
eventually established himself as a well off person. His son Lim Cheng Ean (林
清淵) was English-educated and he studied at Cambridge to become a lawyer. He 
played a prominent role in colonial Malaya. Of his children, daughter P. G. Lim 
and son Lim Kean Siew also became British educated lawyers and they have 
played prominent roles in the new state of Malaya (Malaysia after 1963). P. G. 
Lim even became Malaysia’s Permanent Representative to the United Nations, 
and she was an example of woman breaking the glass ceiling. Lim Kean Siew 
became the leader of the Socialist Front. By studying the Lim Cheng Ean family 
one can see the changing cultural reproduction in the context of migration, colo-
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nial rule and new state formation. We see the formation of the English-speaking 
Straits Chinese identity, participation in the colonial administration and participa-
tion in the politics of Malaya and identifi cation with Malaysia.
 Dr. Khor also describes the links between the elite Chinese families in 
Penang. For example, Lim Cheng Ean’s eldest son Lim Cheng Teck married Khoo 
Guat Lee, thus linking up with the well known Khoo family. Khoo Guat Lee was 
also granddaughter of Koh Seang Tat who was a rich man in Penang. Such study 
of the rich families and their business links (as the late Jennifer Cushman had 
done about the Chinese families in Penang and Thailand) enlightens us about 
Chinese families and their business networks in colonial Malaya. At this point I 
should like to comment that it will be nice for Dr. Khor to tell us more about Lim 
Hin Leong, who was from Anxi (安渓) in Southern Fujian. Why he was called 
Phuan Hin Leong and how he became a rich man. His son Lim Kean Siew’s 
memoir in fact gives us some information on these issues.
 Dr. Khor uses hybridity as theoretical construct to analyze cultural identity. 
However, this concept is problematic since culture is never “pure” as unmixed, 
and hybridity is just a vague relative concept that is often meaningless. Although 
he has not so articulated, Dr. Khor’s paper actually illustrates very well the rela-
tionship between changing political economy and cultural reproduction, that is, 
the relationship between political economy, interculturation and identifi cation. 
The paper illustrates very well the effect of colonial English education on the 
formation of the Straits Chinese identity, and the Anglicization of the Lim Cheng 
Ean family. This Anglicization is infl uenced by the colonial hierarchy. As William 
Skinner had shown about the Chinese moving up the hierarchy in Thailand by 
becoming more Thai, the Anglicized Straits Chinese adopted some British cultural 
features such as wearing top hats and speaking English, to the extent that, as Lim 
Cheng Ean pointed out, until his encounter with an English woman who invited 
him and some other Chinese students to tea, he did not realize that there were 
people in the world who expected Chinese to speak Chinese. There was class 
factor here in the Anglicization. At the same time the Lim family, so did the 
Penang Babas in general, kept their Chinese root.
 The discussion in the paper highlights the formation of the Straits Chinese 
identity. Dr. Khor is right in pointing out that the Penang Straits Chinese were 
different from those in Singapore as those in Penang were Hokkien- and English-
speaking whereas those in Singapore were mostly Malay and English-speaking 
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only. This is actually the difference between Penang Baba and Singapore Baba 
(as well as Malacca Baba). English aside, those in Singapore and Malacca were 
Malay-speaking while those in Penang were Hokkien speakers, albeit speaking a 
rather localized Hokkien. The Baba in Malacca and Singapore identifi ed them-
selves as Peranakan. While there were Malacca-born Babas and Peranakan 
Chinese from Indonesia in Penang, the Penang Baba generally did not identify as 
Peranakan, although in recent years they are some Penang Baba who have pro-
moted the concept of Peranakan to include the Babas in Penang. Nevertheless 
when Dr. Khor mentions about Peranakan root, this needs some clarifi cation.
 Dr. Khor’s paper can also benefi t from some other local publications, in 
particular the memoir written by Lim Kean Siew entitled The Eye Over the 
Golden Sands: The Memoirs of a Penang Family (Pelanduk, 1997). Here we have 
Lim Kean Siew’s account of his father Lim Cheng Ean. Dr. Khor mentions about 
Lim Cheng Ean’s role in the Straits Chinese Settlements Legislative Council. This 
is important, as Lim Cheng Ean together with Tan Cheng Lock were the fi rst local 
Chinese appointed to the Council. Lim Kean Siew has a good description about 
his father’s famous walk out of the Legislative Council. There is also some 
description of the Lim family during the Japanese Occupation, some description 
of which can further enrich Dr. Khor’s signifi cant study.
 Lastly Lim Cheng Ean was President of the then infl uential Straits Chinese 
British Association (Penang Branch) in 1936–37. Dr. Khor no doubt is familiar 
with this and it should not be diffi cult for him to add this to his paper. Overall 
this is a paper that is very relevant to the theme of this forum.
 2.  Paper by Umin Itei (Huang-Yu Ru), “Facing Japanese: Colonialism, Mod-
ernization, and Epidemic Liver Disease in the Truku Society, 1895–1945”
 This paper is interesting in that it describes the effect of Japanese colonial 
rule on the Truku indigenous people in Taiwan by studying the Japanese imple-
mentation of health-related policies.
 Two major issues are described clearly, namely the policy on inoculation 
which unfortunately led to the increase in liver disease because of the sharing of 
needles and syringes, and the encouragement of commercial alcohol consumma-
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tion as a colonial policy of control, which also caused an increase in liver disease. 
While I am an anthropologist who normally does not emphasize the use of sta-
tistics, in this case, I think some statistics on the increase in liver disease from 
the beginning of the Japanese rule to the end of the colonial period will be useful.
 The paper mentions about the colonial resettlement of the Trukus from the 
central mountains to coastal Shioulin in eastern Taiwan. It will be useful to have 
some discussion of whether the resettlement has ecological and dietary effects on 
the people, which in turn perhaps might have also contributed to the increase in 
liver disease. Anyway it will be good to know of the ecological and social effect 
on the people and the relationship with cultural reproduction.
 For people not familiar with the indigenous people of Taiwan, it will be nice 
to have more ethnographic description of the Trukus who are more known as 太
魯閣族 to people who read in Chinese. The slides shown on the people during 
the Japanese period are helpful, but description about recent development is rel-
evant, too. For example, readers will no doubt be interested to know that the 
Trukus are recognized by the Taiwan government as a separate indigenous people 
since 2004 only.
 The paper has a lot of details about the Japanese colonial administration and 
the increase in liver disease. It will be nice to have some voices of the people 
either from historical documents or from interview of present-day Trukus about 
their memory of events during the period. This paper can be made relevant, too, 
to a wider academic circle by comparing the Trukus’ experience to that of other 
indigenous peoples, such as the fate of the Tasmanian aborigines after resettle-
ment by the colonial government and the missionary. They also suffered from 
diseases (such as VD) and the consumption of alcohol.
 3.  Paper by Kimura Mizuka, “Managing the Image of ‘Yi di (Barbarian 
Area)’: From the Case Study of Spirit Possession among Yunnanese 
Muslim Migrants in Burma”
 One theme in this paper is about the Chinese image of non-Han indigenous 
people, seeing them as people who perform sorcery. Such a perception may be 
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due to their “unknown fear” of the indigenous people. As mentioned on p. 1 of 
the paper, “Otherness is embedded in the discourse of spirit possession.” This 
reminds us of Norma Diamond’s description of the Han viewing the Miao as 
people who made sorcery, as a way of othering them.
 Dr. Kimura describes some cases to show the discourse of spirit possession 
among the Yunnanese Muslims as caused by the “barbaric others”. Magical rites 
involving recitation of Koranic verses are performed to cure the sufferers. These 
cases are very interesting. Dr. Kimura writes of the Han Chinese and the Yun-
nanese Muslims as the majority in relation to the yi others. Is there distinction 
between the Han and the Yunnanese Muslims’ view of the “barbaric” others? Or 
do the Yunnanese Muslims in Burma emphasize the overall Chinese identity?
 Dr. Kimura mentions “hybrid subject” in one or two places as if to make this 
the paper’s theoretical concept. This is a vague concept which in this paper does 
not enlighten us anything. In fact the ethnic boundary theory is a more helpful 
theoretical formulation to analyze sorcery, rituals and inter-ethnic relations or 
ethnic perception.
 The paper deals with Yunnanese Muslims who also engaged in “un-Islamic” 
practices, and so it will be nice to have more discussion about Islam and the 
people. The engagement in sorcery and performing the relevant “magic” must 
have played a part on the overall cultural production that involves negotiating 
with the teaching of Islam or at least the practice of Islam. There are also other 
Muslim societies which engage in the practice of pre-Islamic beliefs and prac-
tices. The Malays, who are Muslims, are known for their “magic”. Comparison 
with such other cases will make the paper of interest to a wider circle of research-
ers. Overall Dr. Kimura’s paper contributes to the discussion of rituals, intercul-
turation and cultural reproduction.
